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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 

1. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: page 8 Une 17 states 
"Police Enforcement" where Examiner assumes "Police" to be "Policy". 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Objections 



2. Claim 28 is objected to because of the following informalities: in lines 2 and 3 the claim 
states "to a network element a managed network" which is confusing. Appropriate correction is 
required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 
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3. Claims 1-11 and 13-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Bortcosh et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,983,364). 

As in claim 1, Bortcosh et al. discloses a method for poUcy-based test management, the 
method comprising the steps of: 

i) defining at least one high-level test policy for test management, the test policy 
comprising one or more testing actions to be executed when one or more pre-defined conditions 
are met (Fig. 2; column 3 lines 22-46; where diagnosis and correction is interpreted as a test 
policy, questions are interpreted as testing actions, and problems with appropriate file sets are 
interpreted as pre-defined conditions - see fiirther column 4 lines 55-62); 

ii) based on the high-level test policy, creating one or more test scripts associated to the 
testing actions of the test policy, the test scripts being set to be executed when the one or more 
pre-defined conditions are met (column 4 lines 9-13, where the test script questions are executed 
upon the pre-defined condition of a problem; it is inherent that the test scripts have been created); 

iii) detecting when the one or more pre-defined conditions are met (column 5 lines 22- 
31); and 

iv) executing the one or more test scripts (column 5 lines 53-54 and column 6 lines 40- 

42). 

As in claim 2, Bortcosh et al. discloses the steps i) and ii) are performed by a test 
management fimctionality (Fig. 1 #28; column 3 lines 59-62). 
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As in claim 3, Bortcosh et al. discloses prior to step i), the step of: 

defining high-level test goals (column 3 line 25 where the correcting of a problem is 

interpreted as a high-level test goal); 

wherein the at least one high-level test policy for test management is defined according to 

the test goals (column 3 lines 23-46 where the test policy of diagnosis and correction is based 

upon the test goal of eventual defining and correcting a problem). 

As in claim 4, Bortcosh et al discloses the at least one high-level test policy is vendor- 
independent (column 4 lines 53-58, where the computer system is implied to be that of any 
vendor). 

As in claim 5, Bortcosh et al. discloses the at least one high-level test policy is 
technology-independent (column 4 lines 53-58, where the range of computer system components 
to which the test policy is applied, such as a display, mouse, and modem, implies technology- 
independence). 

As in claim 6, Bortcosh et al. discloses between steps iii) and iv) the step of: v) using the 
high-level test policy to deduct which test scripts are to be executed based on the detected pre- 
defined conditions (column 3 lines 25-27, where the selecting of an appropriate file set for a 
particular problem is interpreted as deducting which test script to use; and column 6 lines 36-42, 
which provides an example of execution of an appropriate test script for a particular problem). 
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As in claim 7, Bortcosh et al. discloses the at least one high-level test policy comprises an 
expression of the form IF(condition)THEN(action), wherein a condition parameter is related to 
the one or more pre-defined conditions, and an action parameter is related to the one or more test 
scripts (colunm 10 line 66 through column 11 line 21, where the IF(condition)THEN(action) 
expression is interpreted as IF(problem/fault)THEN(execute appropriate question script)). 

As in claim 8, Bortcosh et al. discloses wherein steps iii) and v) are performed in a test 
server (Fig. 1 #28; column 5 lines 16^31, column 3 lines 25-27, and column 6 lines 36-42, where 
executive unit 28 is interpreted as a test server), and wherein the method further comprises the 
step of: 

transmitting the one or more test scripts to be executed from the test server to a network 
element acting as a Policy Enforcement Point (PEP), wherein step iv) is performed by the 
net>york element (Fig. 1; column 5 lines 53-54 and column 4 lines 9-10 and colunm 6 lines 36- 
42, where the script management unit 36 is interpreted as a PEP network element). 

As in claim 9, Bortcosh et al. discloses steps iii) and v) are performed in an Element 
Manager/Network Manager (EM/NM) acting as a Policy Decision Point (PDP) (Fig. 1 #28; 
column 5 lines 16-31, column 3 lines 25-27, and column 6 lines 36-42, where executive unit 28 
is interpreted as an EM/NM acting as a PDP), and wherein the method further comprises the step 
of: 

transmitting the high-level test policy along with the one or more test scripts associated to 
the test policy from a test server to the EM/NM (column 3 lines 23-27, column 3 line 59 through 
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column 4 line 8, and column 4 lines 18-25, where the database server containing file sets 60 is 
interpreted as a test server containing the test policy), wherein the EM/NM forwards the one or 
more test scripts to a network element cormected to the EM/NM (Fig. 1; column 5 lines 53-54 
and column 4 lines 9-10 and column 6 lines 36-42, where the script management unit 36 is 
interpreted as a network element). 

As in claim 10, Bortcosh et al. discloses steps iii), iv) and v) are performed in a network 
element of a managed network (Fig. 1 #28; column 5 lines 16-31, column 3 lines 25-27, and 
column 6 lines 36-42, where executive unit 28 is interpreted as a network element), and wherein 
the method further comprises the step of: 

transmitting the high-level test poHcy along with the one or more test scripts associated to 
the test policy from a test server to the network element (colunrn 3 lines 23-27, column 3 line 59 
through column 4 line 8, and column 4 lines 18-25, where the database server 40 containing file 
sets 60 is interpreted as a test server containing the test policy). 

As in claim 11, Bortcosh et al. discloses the network element stores the high-level test 
policy along with the one or more test scripts associated to the test policy in a Policy Information 
Base (PIB) (column 3 lines 23-27, column 3 line 59 through column. 4 line 8, and colunm 4 lines 
18-25, where the database 40 is interpreted as a PIB). 

As in claim 13, Bortcosh et al. discloses a policy-based test management system 
comprising: 
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a test management functionality defining at least one high-level test policy for test 
management comprising one or more testing actions to be executed when one or more pre- 
defined conditions are met (Fig. 2; colimm 3 lines 22-46; where diagnosis and correction is 
interpreted as a test policy, questions and remedies are interpreted as testing actions, and 
problems with appropriate file sets are interpreted as pre-defined conditions - see further column 
4 lines 55-62), wherein the test management functionality is used to create one or more test 
scripts associated to the testing actions and based on the high-level test policy, the test scripts 
being set to be executed when the one or more pre-defined conditions are met (column 4 lines 9- 
13, where the test script questions are executed upon the pre-defined condition of a problem; it is 
inherent that the test scripts have been created as in the table of columns 6-8; the inherent 
developer of the script is interpreted as part of the test management functionality); and 

a Policy Decision Point (PDP) connected to the test management functionality and 
detecting when the one or more pre-defined conditions are met (Fig. 1 #20,28; column 3 lines 
32-33, where the expert system 20 is interpreted as a PDP and execution unit 28 is interpreted as 
part of the test unit management functionality). 

As in claim 14, Bortcosh et al. discloses the test management functionality is first used 
for defining high-level test goals (column 3 line 25 where the correcting of a problem is 
interpreted as a high-level test goal), and the test policy for test management is defined according 
to the test goals (coliunn 3 lines 23-46 where the test policy of diagnosis and correction is based 
upon the test goal of eventual defining and correcting a problem). 
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As in claim 15, Bortcosh et al. discloses the at least one high-level test policy is vendor- 
independent (column 4 lines 53-58, where the computer system is implied to be that of any 
vendor). 

As in claim 16, Bortcosh et al. discloses the at least one high-level test policy is 
technology-independent (column 4 lines 53-58, where the range of computer system components 
to which the test policy is applied, such as a display, mouse, and modem, implies technology- 
independence). 

As in claim 17, Bortcosh et al. discloses the PDP uses the high-level test pohcy to deduct 
which test scripts are to be executed based on the detected pre-defined conditions (coluirm 3 
lines 25-27, where the selecting of an appropriate file set for a particular problem is interpreted 
as deducting which test script to use; and column 6 Unes 36-42, which provides an example of 
execution of an appropriate test script for a particular problem). 

As in claim 18, Bortcosh et al. discloses the at least one high-level test poUcy comprises 
an expression of the form IF(condition)THEN(action), wherein a condition parameter is related 
to the one or more pre-defined conditions, and an action parameter is related to the one or more 
test scripts (column 10 line 66 through column 1 1 line 21, where the IF(condition)THEN(action) 
expression is interpreted as IF(problem/fault)THEN(execute appropriate question script)). 



Application/Control Number: 10/004.845 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2114 

As in claim 19, Bortcosh et al. discloses the PDP is connected to the test management 
functionality and receives from the test management functionality the test policy along with the 
associated test scripts (column 3 lines 60-66 and 4 lines 18-24, where the databases 40 are 
interpreted as part of the test management functionality and where the database file sets 60 are 
interpreted as containing the test policy), wherein when the one or more pre-defined conditions 
are met, the PEP deducts from the test policy which test scripts are to be executed and triggers an 
execution of the test scripts (column 3 lines 25-27, where the selecting of an appropriate file set 
for a particular problem is interpreted as deducting which test script to use; and column 6 lines 
36-42, which provides an example of triggered execution of an appropriate test script for a 
particular problem). 

As in claim 20, Bortcosh et al. discloses a network element of a managed network 
connected to the PDP, wherein the PDP transmits to the network element the test scripts to be 
executed by the network element (Fig. 1; column 5 lines 53-54 and column 4 lines 9-10 and 
column 6 lines 36-42, where the script management unit 36 is interpreted as a network element). 

As in claim 21, Bortcosh et al. discloses the PDP is a test server comprising a memory for 
storing the test policies along with the associated test scripts (column 4 lines 18-21, where the 
executive unit 28 PDP is interpreted as a test server, and the loading of data from the database 40 
containing file sets 60 implies memory and storage space for the data). 
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As in claim 22, Bortcosh et al. discloses the PDP is an Element Manager/Network 
Manager (EM/NM) connected to a network element of a managed network and comprising a 
Policy Information Base (PIB) for storing the test policies along with the associated test scripts 
(column 3 lines 23-27, column 3 line 59 through column 4 line 8, and column 4 lines 18-25, 
where the executive unit 28 PDP is interpreted as an EM/NM and the database server containing 
file sets 60 is interpreted as a PIB; column 4 line 18 where executive unit 28 is connected to 
network element remote unit 26). 

As in claim 23, Bortcosh et al. discloses the PDP is a network element of a managed 
network and comprising a Policy Information Base (PIB) for storing the test pohcy along with 
the associated test scripts (Fig. 1 #28,40; column 3 line 23 through column 4 line 21, where 
database 40 is interpreted as a PIB). 

As in claim 24, Bortcosh et al. discloses a Pohcy Decision Point (PDP) (Fig. 1) 
comprising: 

a Policy Information Base (PIB) (Fig. 1 #40) storing: 

i) at least one high-level test policy for test management, the test policy 
comprising one or more testing actions to be executed when one or more pre- 
defined conditions are met (Fig. 2; column 3 lines 22-46; where diagnosis and 
correction is interpreted as a test pohcy, questions and remedies are interpreted as 
testing actions, and problems with appropriate file sets are interpreted as pre- 
defined conditions - see fiirther column 4 lines 55-62; column 3 lines 60-66, 
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where the collection of objects in the database 40 PIB is interpreted as containing 
the test policy); 

ii) one or more test scripts associated with the testing actions of the test policy, the 
test scripts being set to be executed when the one or more pre-defined conditions 
are met (column 4 lines 9-13, where the test scripts are executed upon the pre- 
defined condition of a problem); 
an engine detecting when the one or more pre-defined conditions are met, and if so, 
triggering an execution of the test scripts (column 6 Unes 36-42, which provides an example of 
triggered execution of an appropriate test script for a particular problem, the engine including 
units 20 and 28). 

As in claim 25, Bortcosh et al. discloses the PIB is provisioned with the test policy and 
the test scripts fi"om a test management fiinctionality (it is inherent that a developer, interpreted 
as a test management fiinctionality, of the database objects of column 3 lines 64-66 provided to 
the database 40 PIB the test policy and test scripts). 

As in claim 26, Bortcosh et al. discloses the PDP is a test server and the engine is a rule- 
based engine (Fig. 1; the system of Fig. 1 is interpreted as a test server; the engine units 20 and 
28 are interpreted as a rule-based engine based upon their processing of diagnosis and correction 
as disclosed in column 3 lines 23-46). 
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As in claim 27, Bortcosh et al. discloses PDP is an Element Manager/Network Manager 
(EM/NM) and the engine is a fault manager (column 3 lines 23-46, column 4 lines 60-61, and 
column 5 lines 20-21, where executive imit 28 PDP/engine element is interpreted as an EM/NM 
which manages problems/faults). 

As in claim 28, Bortcosh et al. discloses when the one or more pre-defined conditions are 
met, the PDP sends the one or more test scripts to a network element a managed network, which 
in turn executes the one or more test scripts (Fig. 1; column 5 lines 53-54 and column 4 lines 9- 
10 and column 6 lines 36-42, where the script management unit 36 is interpreted as a network 
element). 

As in claim 29, Bortcosh et al. discloses when the one or more pre-defined conditions are 
met, the PDP acts also as a Policy Enforcement Point and executes the one or more test scripts 
(Fig. 1; column 5 lines 53-54 and colunm 4 lines 9-10 and column 6 lines 36-42, where the script 
management unit 36 is interpreted as part of the PDP). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bortcosh et al. in 
view of Sahita et al. (U.S. PGPub 2002/0143913 Al). 

As in claim 12, Bortcosh et al. discloses performing the step of transmitting the high- 
level test policy along with the one or more test scripts associated to the test policy from a test 
server to the EM/NM. However, Bortcosh et al. fails to disclose of using Common Open Policy 
Service extensions for PRovisioning (COPS-PR) protocol Sahita et al. discloses use of the 
COPS-PR protocol in a PDP/PEP environment (paragraph [0008]). 

It would have been obvious for a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the COPS-PR protocol as disclosed by Sahita et al. in the invention of 
Bortcosh et al. It would have been obvious because the COPS-PR protocol increases the overall 
flexibility of a network configuration (paragraph [0009] lines 1-4). 

Conclusion 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Paul Contino whose telephone nimiber is (571) 272-3657. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:30 am - 5:00 pm, first Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Beausohel can be reached on (571) 272-3645. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-3657. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpubHshed 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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February 24, 2005 




